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upon startup of a second computer of the distributed data processing system, 
allowing access to the package and user profile by the second computer of the distributed 
data processing system. 

29. (ADDED) A method of managing a distributed data processing system, comprising 
the computer implemented steps of: 

capturing changes in a computer system between an initial state and a modified 

slate; 

separating the changes into user-specific changes and system-specific changes; 
wherein the system specific changes are applied on a pcr-system basis and the 
nsei-spccific changes arc applied on a per-uscr basis. 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-29 are pending in the present application. Reconsideration of the claims 

is respectfully requested. 

Examiner Newgen is thanked for the allowance of Claims 7 and 20. These claims 
have been amended to include their respective independent claims (as suggested by the 
Examiner) and their entry is respectfully requested. Claims 7 and 20 are therefore 
believed in condition for allowance. 



1, 35 U.S.C. S 103. Obviousness 

The examiner has rejected claims 1, 3-5, 9-11,13, 14, 16-1 8, 22-24, and 26-27 
under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Luu in view of Matthews. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 is reproduced for reference: 

1 , A method for identifying and storing changes to a data processing system 
within a distributed data processing system, the method comprising the computer- 
implemented steps of: 
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hiilializing the data processing system for a capture of an initial state of 
the data processing system; 

modifying the data processing system; 

capluring a modified state of the data processing system; and 

storing differences between the initial slate and the modified state as a set 
of configuration parameters in a depository, wherein the differences are separated 
into system-specific changes and user-specific changes; and 

wherein the system specific changes are applied on a pcr-systcm basis and 
the user-specific changes arc applied on a pcr-nscr basis, 

In rejecting Claim 1 > the Examiner cites Luu as teaching the claimed limitations 

of: 

storing differences between the initial state and the modified state as a set of 
configuration parameters in a depository, whe rein the differenccsare separat ed 
i nto system-specific changes a n d user-spc cjiicchanfies... 

It is respectfully submitted that Luu docs not show the emphasized claim 
language. The Examiner states in the rejection thai Luu specifies system-specific changes 
and user-specific changes. However, merely mentioning system-specific and uscr- 
specific changes docs not teach the claimed limitation of, "wherein the differences arc 
separa ted into syslem-specific changes and user-specific changes," as claimed in at least 
Claim L 

In support of her argument, Examiner cites Luu at col 6 7 lines 18-26 and col. 5, 
lines 25-35. Col. 6 lines 18-26 state: 

As noted previously, the preinstallation snapshot contains the state of the system 
prior to the installation of the application software, The post installation snapshot 
502 contains the same information except that it is after the installation of the 
application software. 
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This passage discusses the idea of a pre-and post-installation snapshot of system , 
but docs not appear lo mention separating the differences into system-specific and user- 
specific changes. 

Col. 5, lines 25-35 of Luu states: 

A second file utilized in the present invention is the personality file. The 
personality file allows for custom installation of application software on a suer 
workstation. For example, if the application is to be installed in a particular 
directory, it is specified through the personality file. A custom personality file 
resides on the user workstation. In operation, the installation program on the user 
workstation will search for a custom personality file. If no custom personality file 
is found, a default personality file will be utilized to perform the installation. 

This passage describes a personality file that resides on the individual 
workstation. No mention is made of storing the di fR rcnces between the initial and 
modified state, ■ g h f n^hji3i^^ intn svstcm - speciric changes and 

user- specific changes . 

In short, the lixamincr has cited two passages, one of which Examiner 
characterizes as generally showing system-specific changes, the other of which Examiner 
argues generally shows uscr-speci fie changes. However, even if Examiner's 
characterization or these passages is accepted, the cited reference still docs not teach that 
thjuliffa^ESJW^^ atld " ser - s P ccific changes as claimed in 

Claim 1. 

Claim 1 also includes the language, 

wherein the system speci fic-changes are applied on a pcr-system basis and the 
uscr-speci fic changes arc applied on a pcr-user basis. 

This passage describes an clement whose functionality is not shown or taught in 
Luu. By applying the system-specific changes on a per-systcm basis and user-specific 
changes on a pcr-user basis, Claim 1 describes a system capable of applying system and 
user profiles independently of one another. This ability provides advantages not present 
in Taiu, as described further below. 
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According to Luu, no apparent distinction is made between user- and system- 
specific changes. Though Luu does use a personality profile to help remotely install 
software, changes to the personality file are not stored anywhere but on the individual 
terminal, as Lim slates at col 5, lines : 

A custom personality file resides on the user workstation. In operation, the 
installation program on the user workstation will search for a custom personality 
file. If no custom personality file is found, a default personality file will be 
utilized to perform the installation. 

First, note that this passage states Luu's personality file is used to remotely install, 
the n ew so Awa re, i.e., it is part of the tool making the changes as taught by Luu, not part 
of the measured changes themselves as in the present application. Thus, the personality 
profile of Luu is not equal to the user-specific changes of the present application, because 
Luu uses the existing personality file to install soAwarc, while the present invention 
captures and stores any user-specific changes. 

Second, Luu makes no mention of rccordiny changes to its personality file, as 
embodied by the claim language in Claim 1: 

capturing a modified state of the data preceding system.. .storing differences 
between the initial state and the modified state.., wherein the differences are 
separated into system-specific changes and user-specific changes... 

In order for Luu's personality file to teach the user-specific changes in Claim 1, 
the personality file would need to (1) have an initial and a modified state (no such states 
are taught in Luu) and (2) have the differences between those states applied on a per-uscr 
basis. No such teaching is found in Luu. 

Therefore, it is respectfully urged that Claim 1 is distinguished over the cited 

references. 
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Furthermore, independent Claims 14 and 27, rejected under the same rationale as 
Claim 1, are also believed distinguished from the cited references by virtue of the above 
arguments. 

Likewise, all independent Claims are, by virtue of the foregoing arguments, 
believed distinguished from (he cited references. 

Therefore, the rejection of ail under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been overcome. 

II. Objection to Claims 

The Examiner has stated that claims 7 and 20 were objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable i f rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. In response, 
the claims have been rewritten to overcome this objection, as indicated above. 

lir. Restriction Requirement 

Applicant respectfully traverses the requirement for restriction of Claim 28 from 
the present application. 

The MPEP states at sec. 803.01: CRITERIA FOR RESTRICTION BETWEEN 
PATENTABLE DISTINCT INVENTIONS 

There are two criteria for a proper requirement for restriction between patentably 
distinct inventions: 

(A) The inventions must be indcpcndenl...or distinct as claimed...; and 

(B) There must be a serious burden on the Examiner if restriction is required... 

The MMPBP also states, at section 803.01 : CiUIDFMNES: 

For purposes of the initial requirement, a se rious burden on the Examiner may be 
prima facie shown if the Examiner shows by appropriate explanation of separate 
classification, or separate status in the art, or a different field of search as defined 
in MPEP sec. 808.02. 
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In this ca.se, the Examiner has restricted Claim 28 without such showing, only staling, 

Newly submitted Claim 28 is directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: creating a 
package file, creating a user profile, storing the package and user profile, allowing 
access to the packago and user profile by the second computer. 

It is respectfully submitted that this statement docs not meet the required prima 
facie case to impose a restriction requirement on Claim 28 of the present application. No 
argument has been presented as to why the limitations of Claim 28 are independent or 
distinct, and no showing has been made of a serious burden on the Examiner. Therefore, 
the restriction requirement is respectfully traversed. 

Fuerthcrmore, Claim 28 is believed distinguished from the cited references, and is 
believed to bo in condition for allowance. 

IV. Conclusion 

Jl is respectfully urged that the subject application is patentable over the cited 
references and is now in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the below-listed telephone 
number if in the opinion of Die Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or 
aid the prosecution and examination of this applicajion. 



DATE: 



> -JO. * 7 



Respectfully submitted, 




Patrick C. R. Holmes 
Reg. No. 46,380 
Carskns, Yce & Cahoon, LLP 
P.O. 1 tax 802334 
Dalla:-:,TX 75380 
(972) 367-2001 
Attorney for Applicants 
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REDACTED CLAI MS 
7, (ONCE AMENDED) [The method of 6] An jothod for identifying and storing 

proce ssing sy stem; 

modifying th e data p ro cessing sy stem; 

^m^wiiffon^^ initial sta te and the modified state as a set of 

2^gjal!^/?^ , ^g^..l T1 R de pository, wherein the difference s are separated into 
systciiL^ccH [and] 

^cremJhcj^ 
user-s pecific chan ges arc a pplied on a per-uscr basi^; 

wl^i njt^^ between the initial s i a te and the modifi ed state comprise 

dincrcnj^ registries; and 

wherein the differences between user files and differences between user registries 
may be used to manage configurability of the application on a pcr-user basis. 

20. (ONCE AMENDED) [The apparatus of 1 9 J A n apparatus for ident ifying and 

the apparatu s comprising: 

imfiaj^ 
in^l_sta^ 

mod i fy^ingjri^ sjorr^ 

gajihir^g nieansjbr capturing a modified sl ate of the d ata processing sysjemLan_d 
glnpng^^ betwe en the i nitial state and the m odified 

suae a s a set of cpiiQgurrtto^ in a de pository, wherein the differences are 

g^pjirni^ and user-sn c cific chan a.es; [and] 
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wherei n the system specific _ changes a re applied on a ect^gtem basis and the uscrj: 
specific chan ges arc a p plied on a . per-nscr basis; 

whe rein the d i fferences between th e initial stat e and the m odified state comprise 
d'i [Teren ces between user rdcs,. sy^temfilcs^ugga^i stQe$ 1 _^sysl^^ 

wherein the deferences between user files and differences between user registries 
may be used to manage configurability of the application on apcr-user basis. 
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